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! Of the four stages in the Instnuctlonal Developmenygmodel

at USU, this report covers research for th& first three of them--
i.e. awareness, faculty initiative, and faculty support . . . . . . .

-\ - . “ 'A
Three met\bds of collectlng opinjon data were used: telephone
survey of awareness, questionnaires ma11ed to hini grant re01p1ents,

and interviews w1th faculty development grant rec1p1ents e e e aae

~ «
s

I This study relies upon self~report tech@iques and does not
attempt to distinguish between.the responses of early and later
s participants . . oe v e 0 e e e e e e e e e e e e e e _

\ . ’
- i

Avareness Survey

‘ * None of, :the respon ents were unaware of ,any of. the flve )]

programs, though the levgls of awareness varied cons1derably oo
The most v1s1b1e pro ramsy as anticipated, -were the mini grant

and occaslonal paper.. R I T N T T TR

~
~

Persons involved in teaching (over 50 percent of time) were !
more 1likély to be awarerofiID'activities B T T TP
’ . Persons most aware of Instructional Development programs were
those Who had worked at USU for five to nine years . . . . . { o
Over sixty percént of respondents indicate awaréness of other
faculty members (in their #wn department and in %xher departments)

1 who have been 1nvolved with ID activities . . . I I
Survey of Mini Grant Recipients . ° N
‘ ; ° - s . E
- ) . o LI 4

Forty-flve persons who had rece1ved mini grants (48 percent)
s~ respbébnded to the mailed questlonnalre. The following results were
} reported: v ‘ '

’

10

10

12

13
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1.” Most persoéns who had|received mini grants learn of the
program through campus publichtions or word of mouth (T4 percent) . . 16
2. Almost half ST the #ourses (L6 percent) afifected ardd
,lower division. Seventy—tw0fpercent are undergraduate . . . .. . . 17

3. Over half of the m#ni grants (53”percent) affect morg than .
Qone class . . ..o ... .. 4 ' ) ‘

,-.-.....-.-.-o..-.---18
_ (AN ‘ L
4. Considerable variation exists in the proportipn of the course
affected by the mini grant~kfrom very slight effect to entire course. 18
. 5. The numbers of mlJl grants undertaken during the past year B
have dropped to less than Half the number for the prev1ous‘year . . . 19

While over half of reipondents (53 percent) report more time -
being spent now with the results of the mini grant, a full(fourth
(25 percent) report that it is seldom or never used now or that a
" different approach has'bee subgtituted e e e e e e e e e e e 19

Most evaluations of milni grants (70 percent) were informal or .
student~conducted and the mgjority (T2 percent) repo¥t.generally
posttiveé results . . . . . '

e e e e e e s e sie e e e s e e e s e . . 20

\
\
Some additional outcomés have been observable for about half of
projectsv(SS.percent ., and 61 percent report that the activity has

been extended to another class , . .'. o e e,e a s e s e e s e 4 4 . 22
Q H - 7
ID funding has some effect as "seed monéy Additional funds
spent are more lakely to comg from the depar ment than the rec1p;ent s
personal funds. . . R T S~

ID personnel were more likely to be involved 1nude81gn and
production than other types of, act1v1t1es. Most people (88 percent)
saw their efforts as "quite helpf or "extremely helpful” . . . . . 23
Roughly half of‘respondentsﬁ(h9 percenty thought it unlikely that
the projgect would have been completed without 1D fundlng, a third
(31 percent) saw it as "likely" or "probable" . ; - !

Feelings toward the experlence w1th the mini grant program .
were generally positive (81 percent) . . . . . . .. . . . .. ... 24"
v \ ‘ ’. -

Faculty Deveiopment Grants _ \

\ | -
. \ . o
All eleven persons who had re¢e1ved faculty developmenn grants .

(FDG' ) were 1nterv1ewed e R 25

\ »
The program has involved experﬁgnced teachers across campus,
‘with the colleges of Engineering and Educatlom gaving the most repre-
sentation . .« ¢ v v 0 L e e h e L G e e e e e e e e e e e e e e . 29
« ~ \
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; Most FDG projects are not completed at the end of the funding - - ,
o perlod but most are completed w1th1n the year /' . . . . . . . . . . .30

" The products contlnue to be used while usually not‘expanded -
to other clabses O 4 4 e e e 4 e e 4 et o w e e e 4 4 s elage 4 e e .« 30

“ o J %}

* Most FDG rec1p1ents saw the1r effort as a combination of depart- _L
' mental and personal interest. The support received from others in 3
their department varied considerably . . . « + 4 4 4 ee 4 o« o« o0 0w 0. o« 31
Conclusions T ) T
| . ' : . )
r This survey has shown.the existence of congiﬁé{;ble awareness » * o
1 . of I.D. prograns across campus, a large number of faculty with
i moderate involvement under the mini grant program, and a select
‘ group with extemsive, involvement under the faculty development
= o = ¢ PG 724 . .

F

v The specific flgdlng regardlng support ‘from colleagues recelved

by FDG recipients does not uphold a conclusion to move entirely from
individual-centered to ‘department-centered 7. D. activfties . . . . . . 32

. The , program'is gengrally held in high regard by USU faculty.

The great majority of those who participated in I.D. programs report

thatsthe experience wag worthwhile. That kind of positive affect .
represents a notable“a¢complishment for the program e e e e e e '.32 ,
(e *
. Tle survey pointg. to a number of decisions which deserve con-

sideration atsthis time: 1) how much awareness should be actively

p o oted? 2) how long can projects be supported following the funded
fperibdy. 3) how expoytable should the‘products be? L) how can -posi- . '&
tive attitudes be majintdined with department-level inviplvement? . .

than teaching Skilld? . .® . . .o v v v v vt wue s o e . 2 330
e . : - ' é ' ; ‘
;o : )
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‘ . ’ ~ FOREWORD - | ' L N

, . \ - .
* v - .. \ . .
The 19TL-T5 school year marked.the fifth year of operation for the
3
1 Y
Diyisien of Instructional Development at Utah State University. Funded

v

and staffed at a nodest level, the Division has been commitged to the

-~ »
improvement OE the instructional pFfocess® in various departments across

Qr

campus. It has-purposely cg%centrated upon efforts at USU and has not

been particularly concerned, up to ,this point, ebdut éxporting its

&model to other colleges gr éettinge.v ’ g .

. ‘ a
- During its 1l#fe span thus far, a particular model for Operation has
. ey ) « . ) . .ot
evolved, consisting of: four- steps.(I.D. proposal to FIPSE, 197Tk):
’ . . g © . - . -
Q -
(1) developing faculty awareness; throdgh newsletters, seminars, and

"other similar activities invdlving the faculty at large, (2) capitalizing ) . e

) @\upon faculty 1n1t1at1ve, primarily tn\bugh small scale funding énder a

program Of.@lnl grants, (3) conducting fairlv substantial faculty support
‘actiwities, where participating faculty members are released full time -
L . . . . ta
for one quarter to work intensixely on a project of their owmn choosing,

-

\

o and (4) working with an entire department to revise particularly important

L} . -

steps in the curriculum for its gpadnates. ’ I A "

-

Developmental work on the fourth phase of the model was facilitated~

. . ,
R by a;grant from the Fund for the Improvement of‘Post-Secondan? Education i. “T(\\
(FIPSE) during the l97h 75 school,year. £s a preliminary check on the
effectiveness of the’ three previous model phases, this study was under— N
- - ‘
taken. - Specifically, it attempts to document the success of she I.D. B
. ) . h 8 " S N~
. o . ' . y
———— . R ’
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. " program as\seéﬁ through_the,eyés Qf USU faculty members. Through e .

_series of survey techhiques and interviews, this study attempts>to

gather data about the program as perceive% by fatulty mempefs.

-

EGrateful ackgcwledgement is‘:;presséd-to the qumeggus faculty ) 1; NN
% memgers who fook time to réspoﬂh aqd thereb& include their oﬁinion; i;' i
‘ fﬂfs rep ft" Alse, the carefﬁl efforgs of Carolyn Gallup'agd Méiodj“;‘_ ‘
‘ Beck in tabulatihg queétionné&re data énd t&ping dr%fts of this“fgport‘ s
|
| .have been -essential to its éompletion., I : . o "1h )
¥+ The cqnélésigns of the study, drawnihecessariiy'from assorted : | \ '
opinion data;'ar? those qf‘the author.‘ / ‘ ; - \L \6
' ) - ' . . 0‘ ”,; ' -
. - . o~ ) . .S
_ | " )' . N. Eastmoﬁd ‘ ' ) . /ﬂq}
. ) \ o
.q » \
// P o .
\ o

‘@

N
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I. INTRODU®@TION

B Vo
I ) T . . .
The fouréptep model for Instructional Development can be seen

e : .

eséentially as cumulative, Starting with basic awareness of the program, -

\ . ’ . - . . toa BN - 7
' emphasis is laid on faculty initiative, on a small scale at first and “

P - . 3

later in more exten51ve falulty involvemént, if appropriate The model
r

is shown graphically in Figure 1, and inclulles a fourth stages that

of rpvglvemept of an entire departmentt _ , ' .

- o . . . o o , PN
; Looe : : Departmental
Level ht ‘ o : H Effort
a@ , . f .
< o .
K : ' Faculty ‘
Level 3 : ! . Support 7.
. Faculty .
Level 2 - Initiative -
. " ) ) 8
. Faculty ’/{/2’ b
Level 1 Awvareness .
e ‘ - ‘ '
@ o . .
-~ ’ o ‘ x’.'"l
. 'a( . Ao
FIGURE 1: Four Stages of the USU Strategy for > e b

o { Instruct¥ional Development

DeBloois and Alder (1973) peint out that "a major purpose behind the

graduated §§ructure is to engage the faculty member where he is, regardless

of his predilection for instructional improvement and offer meaningful
. S . » .
service at his level." X\The ?odel also closely approximates the

.
n

attention given in the Instructional Development program over its brief




N

history, ice. early efforts aimed at.éyareness aétiVitfes only§ later
. . M % L .
~N & . . 2 . ’ - "’ . . 2 .
came Jimited. involvement, under the mini grant program with eventual-: ; .
+ . - . >
'(&nEensE'facult involvemert on an individuel. basis and finally departmental.
Y S ldual. nall §3J

yr"tt}}evel activities. St ‘ A
. ‘ . ‘ 4 ! v/, - ) ,

7(:\ Ovetview of the Study @ .

v N -

‘e 2 N B e ' o
As a prelude to extensive department-wide efforts,’this study was
. A '

‘designed to document the degree of success attained at each level. A
- '3 N -

—a,

diagram\of the sampling groups ig shown in Figure 2. Questions gsked

. - '..
are both retrogpective énd present-oriented. The remainder of the
) - - . . : .. ‘ .
'~ report.describes the methods and ﬁindings of each portion.

e

FIGURE 2: Venn Diagram Showing the Overlap of Surveys

Used In This Study andsNumbers of Persons-
s r N

9

MinihGrant .
Reyipients Surveyed
(9L)
Retprned
Questionnaires

(¥5).

USU Féculty

(Instructor and

Above) (620)
Awareénes$
"Survey (34)
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*in ‘the I.D. model addressed. T X
.. # ’ M o . ‘ v :
. N ® TABLE l: Overview of the Study . s -~ .
a . . - ) ’ ! . ’ ,_," ) .
B . : ' e S NP .
w ‘ Etage In . . .
: . the I.D. <+ T'ime
Portion of the, Study Model - Method of Data Gatherlng Invqalved
. A ( - -
* A, 'Awarenese Survey " Awareness Telephone 1nterv%ew Febﬁuary 26~
\ ‘ . (3~5 minutes each) Matrch 5— #
B. Mini grant Survey Faculty . Questionnaire 'sent and _  March 6~
Initiative returned by campus mail >Af)ril 3
N e . -
C. Faculty DéveIOpment Faculty N Personal“nterv1ews . April 9-25
: ' (20—30*m1nutes) 7N
-, .J . .
Limitations = | T {,”_ ‘
- o : 4 ' 7 b

1 littie.attempt to use objectiv

= r -
£

! &

[N N <

The study was condqqt}d in three phases, by somewhat different e

methods'for each phase.\ Tahle 1 ShOWS the time involved for each stage

3 -

of the study, the'technlque of data gatherlng emploxed and the stage

! >

This feport is concerned primgri y-with o) inions-expressed‘by faculty ,

{

the number ‘of mini grants al,rded, etc.

1 I
program hlstory with pa
»,‘ G &

members. ‘Except for verificationv‘nr oses destribegd below, it makes
1¢ y b ,

(R

iC1pant opinioné i.el to separate out early

Y

data other than overall statements like

‘3

partl 1pant oplnlons £ om those who were 1nvolved later. n other wo ds
@ F

. &1l opinions are treated similarly, thout regard to time of partici-
P} P

ﬁ'

patloplln the program Whlle the I, D program has certalnly developed

. i
over évmé and thus 1s not c0nstant€Tfor the purposes of this study 1t is

/ -

' ‘ ’ .. | ) E

treaﬁdﬁhas constdnt.' A reasonable case can be made for contlnulty of

T
>

-

I3

t
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of assistance whether they were involved in 1972 or 1975~~and similarly
» . N N . : 1 L 4
for those receiving Faculty Development Grants.

Because a siﬁéle’intgiviewer conducted both the telephone surveys
* of awareness and the Facdlty ﬁeveldbment Grant interviews, the problem

of. interobserver reliability should be minimized., However, some
8 a ’ °

increase in fluency with:the questions ovef time, and thus some. slight
- : . A <
"~ erosion of the measure, ?yuld possibly have taken place, although

- probably less than wguld normally-be encountered in similar research

studies ~ bf-~ . / . . v . pr
4 . T -
. . » - ° ( ~ o
‘ ansidérations of Reliability and Validity . o

_ Extensive use of self-report qataAraises'questions ?f -

réliébility ar;}i'validiil,y.D fwo inherent déngers of this type «of data,gfé\
;oted by .Oppenheim {1966), gr:i (1) the réspoﬁdent may ‘not knoﬁ“héw
he feels £bout élgivenAissﬁe énd (2) he may decide %o.énswer untrhth~
fuily. In a study whére conside;ableatime may ha;e elapsed since

.participation-in the program and actual interviewing, a degree of selective
forgetting may Efke place, and this ¥s likely to emph%§ize'the posiﬁive
aspects of,the‘?rogram and sweep away pre-existing negative Yeelings.

A

_ ‘ J o
There is considerable difficulty in- obt&ining precisé Knowledge of

-

. I b
reliability and validity of this type of study, since‘a slight giteratiaz

> af question wording may make a major difference iﬁ how the question was

1

LY
°

ansvered.
Ny

Two methods were employed to enhance or at east measure reliability
of the study. One was pilot testing of each of the data collection
instruments, with follow-up interviews to eliminate ambiguity. The

second ﬁethéd, used only with a simple item,Jwas to compare projéctl
> 4 o “ ' \@wﬁ__’ ) o

°

& . v 7o R -

%

[&74
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SO ' . -

data with the responses of partici%gnts. One question in the mini.grant -

’

~

awarded. dn this.case, as in other instances rgported in subgequent

.67)
%

) ~ : !

. 'sections, the respondents are‘in fa@gly close agreement (r
’ 4 - . ,

with outside data sources (see page 19).
¥ ‘ , ) .
) [N - P

. (%

| ’ i '

q b

questionnaire asked the number of quarters since the mini grant Was .

,7,1

A
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N " II. AWARENESS STUDY
- \.\' 4 ’ . « ; ' - . \
Sampling Procédures o _ .. . .

A, 9
The persons selected for this telephone interview were selected

%? a systematic f@ndom‘samﬁ e of the 620 faculty members listed'ip the

Utah~StateM%niversity;campus telephdhe directory. 1In order-to be in-
. ~
cluded in the sample, the person had’to be listed as a \professor,"

"assistant professor," "associate professor,” or "instructor." Persons

with any other title--e.g. "lecturer" or "Professor Emeritus"--were not
TN
included. RS
. v
The sample of 34 persons represents roughly a 5.5 percent sample

6f faculty members. In terms of the accuracy of the findings, the
N A

T 1 .

following confidence stategment is possible. .

-

Chances are 80 percent (four out of five) that the true
value for the population lies wifhin eleven percentage points
of the reﬁé;ied value for the sample. (Eastmond, 1974, p. 29).
A1l interviews were conducted by phbne by a single interviewer

.
’

and generally took ffom three to five minutes of the respondent's time,
p .

While in some(éases a call back had to be made at a ‘more convenient
time, in no case did any rgipondent refuse outg@ght to answer or

. L . .
participate. A copy of the actual questionnaire is included in

AN

Appendix A. ’ ' )

. >

Results
Prior to the conducting of the suyrvey, the preVious and present

! : :
’ : R,
Associate Directors of theg ﬁ§%3§§on of Instructional Development were

©

1S A ‘




asked to lnote which faculty members in the random sample'had partici-

) ) ‘ . ) ‘ .
‘pated di éct&y in activities spénsored by I.D. They indicated to the

best of their knowledge those faculty members who had %rgz;gusly"made N

-

contact with the department. Of the 3k persons surveyed, nine persons
. ‘

]

. .{26 percent) were identified as Having been directly ;ﬁvolved. This
’ group was e¥pected to be§hﬁﬁre_of the I+D. effort; the others sampled ( X
N . ' % .
were essentially%"unknown,quantities."

o e SR - 2/
) :

T, 2 '

,/A\’General Level of Awaréness - '
‘ ’\ LY ) - , . . : -
K When presented with a verbal Iist of I,Q. programs, responégnts
- . (ﬁ‘o =~ ' ) ' ')

were asked to'recall programs they had heard of and how familiar they
N 4 ,

. yere with each. In no case did any respondent indicate thag‘he\had not

L]
heard o% any of the five progg;ms listed. Some?ﬁold of extensive personal

contact with the prog twpthers indicated further interest in knowing

‘gbout the program; while some few, by their comments, had clearly* linked
] . . ) ) . v / . :

the instru%ti nal Developtent program with Instructional Media [IM)

s *

_or Instructional Television (ITV). Based upon the estimated percentage
of time spént teaching or preparing for class, jrespondent awareness of

I.D. programs are shown in Table 1.

scale of zerd to three as /follows: O =

Qr
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'Tabla ?1

+

I ‘ A

| ST -
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS I:NDICATING THEY HAD
i ) ~ HEARp OF EACH PROGRA!

[y

. 4
. - ( o . ; N o . . ‘
Ve ek e
. & s Where Responsibilities =
N . ‘Responsibilities Primarily Re-
A ' Primarily Teach~ ‘search or Admin- -
4ing £50-100% of  istration (0-L9% Total All
. . time teaching) .dJf }ime teaching) Respondents’
.ot / =(18°persons) (16 persons¥ ° (34 persons)
yiﬁi Grent.  +  / oL 76% 85%
(o ' X
s * Released Ti G 88 1 .
‘ eleas ime r?nyﬁ”' ) . % ‘ Z %» o T9%
Occasional® Paper 82% . 829% 827 ‘
_aI.D. Semingr N 82% 53% - '68%
° B ‘ ',
Materials ﬁeveiopment A 1% . 829 6% :
o > Assiétance . ‘ ‘ <:‘§sf

. ’ L4 )
Ratings were noged by the interviewer at the time of the phone call.

Based upon an average level of awareness, the various I.D. programs

have been ranked.in Table02 from highest t%;lo%est.

it

E EE

D . a . Table 2 V‘
ot RANKINGS OF I.D. PROGRAMS BY AVERAGE LEVEL OF FACULTY AWARENESS\\V/
: 8 - J . N )
QRSN ) Responsibilities Primarily
“ Teaching (50-100% Research/Administration (0-49%
Rank . time teaching) : time teaching)
1 Occasipnal Paper (1.72) Occasional Paper (1.71)
; = : . u
¢ 2 Mini Grant (1.72) - 'Mini Grant: (1.11) | g
3 Réleased Time Grant (1.LL) Materials Developméntﬂ(l:Qh)
LS - ‘ ' . -
L I.D. Seminar (1.33) I.D. Seminar (1.12)
5 Materials DevelopT;y{ (1.11) Reledsed Time Grant (1.06) .

|
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Clearly,.the pecasional paper and the mini grant pfogram are the most
. . : / ’

visible programs.

~

-

¢

Those'withlprimarily teaching nesponsibilities are

" more aware\%f';he released time grant; while administratdr/researchers

_are more aware of availability of materials development assistanfle

.

b

throug Instructional Developm t
I

One unanticipated outcome from the survey was the pattern: of

awareness existing based upon number of years wquing at USU.

[}

o

It had

A

the I.D. program. The findingsrwepe'somewh%t di'fferent, however, as

£
shoyn in the

»

AVERAGE LEVELS OF‘#WARENESS TOWARD INSmﬁUCTIOHAL DEVELOPMENT OF FACULTY
;}ﬂﬂ{BERS BASED ON NUMBER OF YEARS AT USU ' .

Average Level :

of Awareness

-2.00

[y

“

/

I
I
)

-

3

graph in/Figure'I.

L -

“Figure 1’
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‘Beén anticipated that newest facultj members would'be_mostaawére of .7
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No. of
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0

yr

wi[\

15-2

0

¥

-
T
.
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(50-100% of time. teaching)

yrs. at
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Responsibilities Primarily Administrative/
of time teéching)

Research (0-497%
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Some caution should be exerc1s«7d in interpreting these fi?&ding’s due

to the small nwnbev’ij, of persons jin the gr ups. However, ‘tht‘e data

R v B 2 | -
. . . ) . . j , v .

indicate that the-persons who zlire'most awvare of the Instrjictional

-

=

i
Development program are those \%rho have worked at USU for five to nine
\ L 4 ‘ l ‘
years. . . ;

- h
¢
.

Personal fnvolvement. Two questions dealt with ttﬁ’ person’s

{

involvement with the programs of Instructional Development. The first
. : ’

.

question. asked "To WA\Q extent have you been’personallyy involved with . . ."

-~

(programs listed). Table 3 summarizes the numbers of people who réport(

they have been involved with ﬂI'D' actiw);itigs thus far. Note that one
. . ’ ‘4/,—3,

person could be involved with several acﬁvities. ¢

.Table 3
’ NUMBE OF PERSONS WHO REPORT I IVOLVEMET‘IT
a WITH I.D. PROGRAMS
' 14
Program No. of Persons
Occasional Paper ’ 11
Mini Grent 8
2 * Y
' I.D. Seminars . 5
Materifils Developmenj, ) -3
/
Teach-In Packet
eac n Packet 5/(4 3 X

Released Time Grant 2
¢

\' 7o be consigered "involved™ with the occasional paper, the person

had to have read more than one, not simply receiving them in t';he mail.

S

Q

. . T BN . .
Also, although -;\cf‘b asked directly, three pergons mentioned the Teach-In

e K
m’«

o

~

o
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) .
) : . @
. Q . 13
.
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.

packet. Clearly, again [he highest‘leﬁel of involVemeit is with the

occasional paper and thel mini grant program.

h {

When asked the question, "Can you see any ways¢ that these activities

- (previously listed) have affected your teaching?," even ﬂ%ose who ﬁad

been closely associated with the prograﬁ were typically reluctant to
point to a specif@c program which had affected their teaching. Several
indicated that ideas from several sources, including I.D. programs,

. , )

had, caused them to'change their teaching. In cases where the respondent

. o -
was onl¥ vaguely familiar with I.D. programs,. the question’was not even
o . : 7 . '

asked, as it would seém inappropriate. Thirteen persons, (38%7) reported

(o P i

. that at least one I.D. program had affected fheir teaching.

As an indication of the exposure which participants in I.D. programs

. have had on campus , respondehts were asked if they were aware of people
: | . ,
9 Yy . -
'. in their own department or other departments: who had participated in
’ o

I.D. programs. Table U summarizes these dHesults.

" ' Table b

AWARENESS OF OTHERS ON CAMPUS WHO HAD .
PARTICIPATED IN I.D. PROGRAMS
3

- N ! p -
In Own In Other .//ff\\\\

¢ Department Department (s)
4' Indi;ate Awareness 22 (65%) 21 (62%) . ¢
Indicate Not Aware 12 (35%) 13 (38%) |
_ ‘ Total Respondents ) ‘ 3L , 'i .
: . i :

For almost two-thirds of réspondents reported, they were aware éf’bzgfrs
P

who were involved in I.D. activities. Contrary to expectations, practically
®

the same numbers inside and outside their.own departménts. Many

s
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respondentb gave a string of nameslwhich, whenever'possibiet_werg ‘ o ﬂb
‘ Jotted aoﬁn. *An examinétion of this 1list by the brgvious projeét‘ - o
director showedTh perceﬁ%yof<fhem_to have beén assooiated'ﬁith the - .
,..départment; éizhe}.directly or iﬁdirectly, while 26 §§}§eht were not
: . ’ 7
(%ﬁ .involved or were'pnidentifigble.” . ’ CL- B
Aé“n Finaliy; requndénts,were askea fo£ uny co¥men§;‘6r_sugges£ions
which seemed germane-tobthe I.D. oéératibné.‘ The comments are cited ' -
- ;q Appendix A and, yﬁile‘primarily c%ncerned_with establishing . -
‘awareness on'campu§§7éfg generaily positivé gnd do-prgyidé s;me useful .

(S
’ .
. . . N

- 5

comment on previous activities, ‘ . o

€
e

b C9ncluéions | o : ‘ . . : ; .
This.survey répresents t%e firét‘empi?ical check on:the level qf
é;areneSS of faculty éembers at USU towary the Instrﬁctional Develép- >
ment program in MLLRP.. Sinée anreness is ;egn:aé the first steﬁ,in the
‘ USU model for I.D., as well as a Hgh priority item as recognized by | "

directors of other I.D; centers around the country, its level should be
A P . T o«
- considered vital for the operation of the prpgram,

. .
When indicating awareness toward I.D. programs, the percentage ‘

. ‘e [l . )
of persons who had at least heard, of the various programs over two

-

0 , ; \
thirds in each case; from 68 percent toward the{I.D. seminars+to 85 \\

\
percent toward the mini grant,program. In géneral, persons whose time

’

was over 50 percent devoted to teaching were soméwhat more aware of the

<

'I.D. programs than those in positions more concerned wigﬁﬁresearcﬁ or . |

" administration. The prpgrams with tﬁe highgst-visipility thus far L IR |
# were the mini granﬁ and océébional bapér. faculty members who hadl
worked at ‘USU for five "to nine years were cleafly ;ofe familia; with {
the I.D. program. . : ' R
‘ Q !

L ' ' 21
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e regardless of previous ones fyndeh in the department. °¢

A ¥
Y Actual involvement in the programs was lower than thSZéwareness \

~ levels, as ahticipated. Skiéhtly over ong-third (38 percent) indicated <
. . A . .

. i - A
tha? one or more I1.D. programs. had affected their'gfaching directly.?

\rAlmést'two-thirdszf respondents indicated knowledge of someone in their

< - ..

own or another departménf who had been’directly involved with Instruc-
tional Development activities.
: . I T -
_“What policy action these results impl%’depgnds-upon the goals of

“the prééfém. Mény pérsons suggested a more active effort to publicize

.

the services availabie ghrough I.D. There %E a real queStion whether

,mbre‘expésure and pubf%city would further the cause of I.D.fatAUSU, ‘
. . . ' »

in vieﬁ of the°present s ze of the staff and certasn counterproductive N

pressures which would ﬁ%ss bly be encountered with expapsion. Th -

L3

C awarq%ess per ‘se may not be a goal of the progr but merely a pre-

requisite--at a.certain level--to further activities. This survej"
would indicate a fairly'high general level of awareness has been

achieved from the open ended.comments, a fairly hiéh regard‘for tbé/;io-

-3

. grams and services offered.. Most specific sugéestidns were for fuxther
- . ‘ t . i . -
publicity. Some additional ones included: (1) less paperwosk in ob-
taining'qini grants, (2) separation of I.D. from the library, particularly

in use of funds allocated, (3) & brief orientation session for incoming

(or other interested) faculty members, and (h)-iupport for worthy proposals
. ! A

AN
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III. SURVEY OF MINI GRANT RECIPIENTS : ~ =

’ . -

-

: , N i
The questionnaire for mini grant recipients,,following_initi;; pilot «
testi§5_and revision, was sent through campus.mail to the ninety-four =~ .

faculty members with previous involvement in mini grdnt'projectsﬁ*

_Questionnaires (see eéxample in Appendix B) were sént out on March 6, 1975,

with followﬂﬁp letters sent to-non-respondénts on’March 29, 1975. At the
. < = .

time of tabulation, 45 questionnaires (48 percent) had been returned. .

3

Results

[

An éxplanatory note should be included in interpreting ghe numbers of
responses reporEed. fh'many cases, not all #espoﬂ@en£s answered each
item; in some instances:individualé reported more than one® item. For §\>
this feason, only percentages forveqch category are reported, wéth total
humbeffof respogses given iﬁ‘pérentheses.

o .

The two most common means of learning about mini grant activities -

as shown in Table 2 below, were campus publications (40 percent) a

word of mouth (34 percent). Somewhat surprising to I.D. staff is t é

relativelf-small number who first learned of the miqi grant program through

the occasional paper (17 pércent). Q
¥ . ) .
, u p
- ¥Note: A total of 80 mini grants had been awarded as of Winter \“//

Quarter, 1975. However, a number of mini grapts were funded jointly to
two or three recipients. .
- A} v

LI
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N . > . .' * 0
— ' . < .0 -
Table 2: "How Did You First Learn :
a0 About Mini .Grants?" (T = 53) : *
. 3} e . ' ™~ .
: | : e . ®
Campug Publication ' Lo% p
: * Occasional Paper - 17 - ' o v
& — ' Word of Mouth - 34 « : <
’ Other 9 .
b . s . 100% » ’ ) n
Q . ° " { ‘T . r~
o Thg amount of time between the submitting of the mini, grant proposgl
. [ . . ‘ i Y L.
;and funding was between two wgekg %gntwo months for’ four out of\five . !
. respondents. Qut“of 34 re%pondents, there were none.,who felt that' the
gmbunt of time here was unreasonable.
. ! ° - . a - ~
Table 3: "From The Time You SubmittedlYomAIHqusal,
How Long Was It Before You Knew The Grant )
Was Awarded?" . (T = L2) - \\
. . B : ) . A3
0 -~ 2 Weeks ~ 10% : _ \
2 Weeks - .2 Months 79 g
7 2 - 3 Months ° T, . ) ‘
'3 Months + 5 '
_ Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding : \“
' | . 4 .
From the.listing of courses affected by the mini grant activities,
: - *
a number of conclusions can be drawn.. The first is that the largest’
| 5 4 ’ .
number of courses deal with entering students, with gradually fewer as
the leVel df students increases. ' // ’ ‘ T

 an

. Table L4: Frequency Count For The Level of Courses
- Affected By Mini Grants (P = 82).

\ «

Course Level f ‘Designation From°Catalog .Percent. .
. ; - — J
100 - 299 -~ Lower Division , k6
300 - 499 . Upper Division . ) 26
500 - 599 : Advanced.Upper Division : 12
600- - 799 ' - Graduate Courses ) g‘ 9
Other : , (e.g. extension, workshop) 7




-

- . - -

- . .

Professors often have more than one course affected by mini granﬁ -

acfivitiﬁs;‘homever, the largest number of them (47%) report fonly one
, ] | )

course affected. * , : .

’f V ' P ] . e o -
- Table 5: Frequency Count of the Number of Ceurses For »
Lo Each Professor Repoifed Affected By Mini Grants

.
> - PR . . : . »

Number of Courses -

/ 1 ./)47% '
<2 B 3k 3
3 - 14 : R
I - 2 ,
5 or more = 2 S

°
Y

The proportion of the course affected by the mini grant adtivities

varies considefébly, as shown'in Table 6 below: )

Table 6: "At The Time of Mini Grant Project Compiétion,

What Proportion of Your Course Was Affected?"
.

. 1

Estimated Of €lass Periods During Of Class TiméiDuring Affected

Percentage . . . The Quarter (N = 42) Class Peri%@s (N = 33)
0 ~ 247 - \33% . \ . 18%
25 -~ 49% ‘ 1k 15
50 ~ Th% 17 ] ok
75 - 99% ' 5 ‘ 18
100% 31 2h .

Apparently, one third of mini grants go to projects affecting
Le .
1éss than 25 percent of .class periods; for example, a presentation or
instructional package used on one or two class periods. Roﬁghly aﬁother

- third of mini grants affect theventire course, possibly used as a portion
S .

of each class period}, .
Apparently estimating what proportion of class time i¥$affected by

the mini grant is difficult, as evidenced by the drop in numbers

~. 25

y M

o




~

‘ﬁg to this iteh. For those who did respond, considerable
v o F . .

-

pered off to fewer than.half Lthe ﬁumber for Qpe prev1ous year.

“l

1 4

i . v -

[ . Table 7: "How Many Quarters Have Elapsed Since The
c : Mini Grant's Completion?"

Estimated By e From Project

]

v The guestion of level of‘uéaﬁe'was felt to be ‘important. If the

ouﬁeome of the'mini grant were found to be quickly obsolete, e major

[T .
L : . :
this finding was not the case. . : -

i

Table 8: "Since the First Quarter After Completion,
Has Yoyr Level of Usage of the Project Increased
Or Decreased?" °

JE

o More time spent now 53%
' Less time -spent now » 1%

Seldom or never used now 16%

A different approach has 9%

been substityted : ‘o : i )

Over half (53%) of those responding indicate that more time is spent
ﬁew-than was previously. It.is noteworthy, however, that.a full fourth

) . ’

pr§b1em would have to be,overcome. As is evident from ?éble 8, however,

)

Quarters Elapsed Respondents (T = 38) Records (T = 38);
H»'_f.'.: " ) - . \
.. _'10 - )4 B . . 20% ) ' . . 18 .
75 - 8 v , - Lbo . : ' Lo
‘9 -~ 12 : o A 25 - 29
. . 313 - 16 L 3 - ] 11 R

-

v




of-respondents'(ZS%) report that thé.project is seldom or never used

S »

. now, or tha®a never approach has been Dsubstitu__ted.

Y

A measure of the feeling of respondents toward their own success.

in aqgompllshlng tﬁgégQgectives of their project was obﬁained in the

"next set of questions. Table 9 shows that few mini grant recipients
felt that they had accomplished a minimum of their own objectives and

that an equal number felt that they had pértially or fully accomplished

<

these objectives. . ) .

Table 9: "In ¥iew of Your OriginaL%ijec%ive§%;n Supmitting A -

' Propggal For The Grant, What VWould You Estimate To Be © ‘

o The Degree of Accomplishment of These Objectives?" (T = L5)
Doy . . - :

=N

r
.

. ‘Minimally T%
p Partially L7 ca ‘
‘Felly n L7 , .

Other. : 0

Note that there was no attempt in this questionnaire to learn if objectives ﬁm;
ST .

were set uhrealistically high or to determine what these objectives were

in fact. = . . ' 4

-

The next two questions concerned the type of evaluation conducted

.

for the mini grants. Table 10 summarizes the type of evaluation

conducted. ;j} d’//‘ ’ ' o~

. .
Table 10: "What Kind of Evaluation of The Course Was .
Conducted Following The Mini Grant Project?" (7T = j#)*

o

Informal ‘ . 31% )
#  Mini grant evaluation form ' - :
completed “ 6%
Student evaluation conducted 39%
Formal, extensive : 15%
None 9%

¥Note: Some petsons reported more.than one type of evaluation conducted.
v * ‘

LRIC S R
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No .attempt at defining "formal" or "informal" evaluation was attempted,

.

<although' the other three categories--mini grant evmluation form (ob-

jectives-based), student evaludtion (student opinion-based), or "none"—-

were quite-explicit to these people. The next question, asking what

the outcomge of that evaluation was, showed that roughly three out of

+

four felt that the reswlts were generally positivg. Because this was
‘ essentially a free response ftem, there is,a degree of interpretation

.required in classifying the responses into the th§£e categoriés in i
- ‘- = /
Table 11. The regdeﬁffé invited to look over the free response items
AN T

o
R}

contained in Appendix “B.- ' ' ' \

>:;;;¥‘11: "What Were The Results?" (T = 25),

, \

. Generally posifive : o T2% &
. Some positive, some negative .16
Generally negativ%\ 12

L‘One of theg more frequently occurring suggestions under -question ié,
[ A 4

asking for respondent suggestions, was the idea of more extensive
. -~ ‘ ) '
evaluations of the mini grant outcomes.

& ‘ . °

"Af additional concern of this study was with unanticipated outcomes.

~ .

Have other larger outcomes, possibly unanticipated, developed as a

»

result of the mini grant? - In‘the'case of two faculty members, it was ,
known that the mini grant interest had led directly toaa Targer faeulty
devélopment grant.. From the response to this qgs§£ion it was apparent

' « : ?

- that similar results had accomﬁanied many mini érants171eading to

publishable artiCles,lconference présentations, new projects, etc.

- . | . S}b




Table 12: "Have Any Additional, Possibly Unanticipated Dutcomes Been “
Observed Since The Minf Grant Completion?" (e.g. Larger \k Q&
Proposals, Journal Ar¥icles, Marketable Product, etc.) (T % 32)

/// , . M :
Coo R .
. - - ., \

) Yes 53%
o hh ¢ .
) ) Uncertain or other ‘3 '
) (Hoping to . . .)
0 - !

oy

To the question oﬂ'whéther the mini grant activity had been extended to

other classes, Table 13 summarizes the responses obtained. Sixtyyone
' {

”

o ’ ’ .
percent of respondents to this item réport_a@carry-over into other courses.

Table 13: "Has The Activity Been Extended

>
o \;x‘A( * To Any Other Classes?" (T = 33) ‘ N
. P4 ‘ :

Yes - ’ ’ 61% ’ o
No 30%

Planning to, . - 39 .

Uncertain qr other 63

“~ ¢

Some idea of the additional funds expended by the department or
the recipient in completing the mini grant'ﬁaé obtained from the question
~ in Table 1k. Judging Troﬁﬁihe numbers of respondents alone, two

conclusions dan be drawn: (1) extra money for %his sort of project is
. ) t . \
considerably more likely to bé obtained from departmental rather than

‘personal funds and (2) the amounts of money obtained through thé depart-

ments are likely to be larger. The fact- that 32 out of L5 respondents

report extra funds expended suggests that this funding serves _as "seed

money" leading to larger investments in instruction.:




\V

"In Addition To The Original Funding From The Mini Grant,
. Estimate Any Other Monié's Spent, Either By Your Department .

Teble 1h:

Or From Your Own Pocket In Completing The Project (Do Not
Include Time Costs)}.”"

Spent With Spent With
. Department Funds Own Furids
Amount Spent (p = 32) . (P =09)
$25-$50 12% 56%
. $50-$100 25 22.
, $100 $300 28 11 :
$300-$500 16 T e N
$500+. - 19 : RN .
s 7 a’ ¢ =g 'i ’
. Over hdlf of the mini graﬁt recipients (59%) report that personnel '( s

Jrom Instructidnal Development were involved in the mini-grant activitieé.

-'These-persbns were most often involved in production, although:design-

»

) ~and evaluation services are also used frequently’ \ﬁéneral consultant .

serv1ces were llsted most frequently under "other."

» . ‘ A‘\ A
\ Table 15: "What Activities wé?é Involved
. (In Worklng With I.D. Personnel)?" .
. .

’ . ) .
Design- 28% /S

) Production W .- T
Evaluation 19% v
Other 9%

In all but three, cases, the services given by the personnel from ' .

)
“ <//lnstrgctiona§ Development were seen as '"'quite helpful" or

helpful”.

Table 16:

"extremely

.

4

How Helpful Were Their (I D. Personnels')
Efforts?" (T.=

L1)

More/effort than doing the Job myself L W= -

Somevhat helpful
Quite helpful
Extremely helgful

/

8
o , 50
38
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2l
It has been asserted}?y some that the projects funded by mini
g

grents would eventually have occurred anyway through other programs in

the department or through efforts of the professor. Mini grant
. Q \
recipients were asked to estimate the likelihood of the project being

completed-in the absence of the mini}?rant. Rouéhly half of responde;Zé

(k9%) saw this as unlikely, although’20% felt that this would likely

have happened. ' : )

9 s B .

° ' ) -

Table 17: *'How Likely Is It That Had The Mini Grant Not Been

o o Awarded, The Project Would Have Been Completed
??ﬁyway°" (T = Ls5) )
Unlikely (O - 257 chance) - ‘ 494 .
. Possibly (26 - 50% chance) 20
Probable (51 - 75% chance) il
Likely (76 - 100% chancé) 20

, T e

v

The general feelings of participants polled toward their experience

"

with the-mini grant program were strongly positive, as shown in Table 18.

@

Table 18: "In General, How Do You Feel About Your
Experience With The Mini @rant Program?"

<

Generally positive . 81% . i
Generally negative 5 . ﬁ
. . -~ Mixed ’ 1k !

SN o

e

This question was asked in opén-ended fashion, and the classi?ying into 7

positive and negative was the interpretation of the researcher. The

Gl oL sa

actual comments are listed in Appendix B. In many cases, the mini grant

P

experlence was c1ted as the 1mpetus that moved the person to action,
/ L°
the program that "yeq€9;ssistﬁnce to something we wanted to do," to

quote one' response.
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. L) .
reports the results of interviews*held with FDG recipients.

K i o | A N ‘ ] | Q
IV. FACULTY DEVELOPMENT GRANT INTERVIEWS . .
. , . .
E}even Faculty Development Grants (FDG's) have been given to “
/ : .

twélve professors on campus over the past three years. T§is/section

. . &,

‘ PO . -

t

Perspective . ‘ v . ,

The.availability of the Faculty Development Grant for interested faculty
members was announced in January, 19727 The purposes of the program were R
twofold: (L) to develop prograums -of instructidn which improve student \NJ

learning at USU and (2) to improve faculty members' instructionel skills.

The basic elements of the program e as follows:

' A

1. The Uniﬁersity"and Dts Colleges accept a three-month planned
prbject for the improvement of teaching as being a legitimate and desirable
full-time assignment for staff members interested in an intensive program

of instructional improvement.

-

2. Faculty members submit proposals to the Advisory Council on

Instructional fhprovement (MLLRP) outlining their proposed resident

study project and making applications for financial support on a

s

4

‘competitive basis. The Division of Instructional Development provides

¢

. consultant help to staff members in developing proposals if desired. <

o

3. The College and Department provide one-half of the funds

to release the faculty member, for a three-mdhth period within existing

-2
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. ¢
\Va ’ I .
policies of the University, College, and Department involved. The

Division of Instructional Development profides‘$1500'to cover g portion

of the faculty member's saiary during this period. . : : '

N

° k. The Instructional Development Office of the Learning Resources ' %

T -
4

Program provides supplegéntary fihancial §upportwfor’space, materials

. -~ - ‘ i ’
development, secretarial help, and research help for each appointee. . -
5., Projects which receive iqstructibnal‘improvement financial
\ . , ,

support will likely cover a %ne-year period of .time in stages outlined

o L]

as follows: ' <

Y . ) \f‘\.) N a 2
o . a. During the quarter immediately ﬁ?ecediﬁg the leave, b ° . ? ¢

a
. ‘

the Staff member is encouraged. to outline'his needs, to gather datay
} ‘inclﬁding student inputs, to review the literature, to visit other ’T

classes on and off campus, and to confer with consultants. ' .
. . A

» b. The next quarter he is relieved of all teaching and

administrative duties and moves his office into a study aréa in

B

the library to spend full time carrying out his improvement
of instruction project. He receives instruchohal imprqvement
financial support duriné g%is duarter. .

c. The third gquarter the staff memﬁef returps to his

v
N

Department to put into operation, field test; and evaluate his o
A - \

completed project.

It should be apparent that the FDG recipient's involvement: with. ¢

04

' . the Instructional Development office is considerabl& moye extensive
‘ .vthgn those receiﬁing mini grants.  FDG recipients are typically involved ) yé&i&

prior“to receiving release time and then §§end three months developing

o id

a course (or courses) of instruction. The products developed generally
. . ,

’ a
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represent extensive effort, and in some ‘cases are marketable. Emphasis

is upon extensive course development for instruction at,USU.

7

Characteristics of FDG Awards To'Spring,1975‘ ‘ \
‘” Some overall characteristics of FDG recipients are<;sefu1 in
pnderstanding the results of the survef. lSome quick conclusions can be

drawn from the attached table of Faculty Development, Grants:
1. While a large numbe;fof departments are represented, a pre~'

’
[y

’

pondeﬁce.ﬁf grantsrthus far have gofie to»representatives of two colléges—-

Englneerlng and Educatlon-—each with four out of the twelve FDG's.

/ " ‘e
To date, 'no faculty development grants have gone to faculty in three

colleges on campus:' Agrlculture; Natural Resources; and Humanltles,

Arts, and Social Sciences. .

' 2. While the completion ofiFDG's has beenvsprgad out over time,

exactly h&lf of the recipients worked on their grant-at the same time
i 4

»

as apother recipient; 'in one case where. a team approach was employed.

-

3. The colrses changed have often involved "self-paced, modularized

3
instruction, glthough a variety of other styles of instruction are

represented. TN

Some édditional conclusions. can be added from observations of the
. a

-

program>in operationir AR

9

1. The faculty members chosen for FDG's are generally not new ones

P

- at the University; in féét, most .are well iﬁ%o'their teaching careers.

2.\\3;e program has focused primarily upon inpstructional products

rathef sha working with tgéching skills. While both are important,

2

and were given as goals for the " FDG program initially, it'is a choiée

o

\ that any deveiopméht center would face. Teaching skills have been dealt

n
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with pore directly by other I.D. programs (e.g. the College Teaching

. RS
Seminar, the faculty semingrs, etc.).

- .

&

3. While the amount of money given in the grant has been fairly

constant ats $1500 per recipient, the resources expended--in terms of .

»

I.D. pefsonpel, time, and materials-—have‘varied consi&erably. In sgmé

cases where the'project has continued béyond the final,quartef,iconsider-

ably more effort- has been invested by I.D. personnel as well as the EDG

-
3

recipients. ) . _ . -

Results of the Interviews . .
’ /

A summary of the responses recorded‘in th twelve interviews are
Q ~

- given in Appendix C. These intervi%ws avefaged from twenty to forty. |
minth§,in length for each respondent, thus some fev notes were made

during the .interview and then exfanded from memorf%%y the interviewer °.
. J : ‘ : : - .
later. The reader is invited to scan these interviews for personal

°

- observations by participants. K . .

Some overall conclusions whicﬁ can be' drawn from these intervriews
* arq listed below: : ‘ d
ST

N

\ 1. Completion Rate. Participénts almost never complete the project

at theé end of the FDG funding. Most finish with&n the year following.(

However, some féw projects remain unfinished.

2." Continued Use. With the exception of one respondent who ﬁeported
that materials had been phased out, most products are still in useF although
T e . some have undergoné'considé?able revision. 1 T,

By -

3. Eﬁpansion to other classes. Typically, additional developmeﬁt

@ :
of this sort has not been expanded to other classes, although three persons

repd?% that it has been. Many persons interviewed felt that considerable

effort had been expénded in. completing the project, and that moving into

v

a new area would be exhausting. "T?

ERIC . ek N
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by, abSOIZscence. Most of the people reported’some obsolescence
o a

of ‘the product. Some six persons had already dotre revisions, two of

- those quite extensive, and others could see the need for it.

P Dépgrtment or Yersonal Interest. Respondegﬂk generally saw the

FDG projeét as a miXture of departmental interest and personal guest.
Four sawotheir effort as mainly a personal; two saw it as mainly a

départ&ental ihééfest;‘and the femainder saw it as combining elements
of both. - - - ‘ “_ c .

-

" 6. Support from Otheré. A similar division existéd‘ashto A
whether people in their departments were primarily,supporﬁivé or not.‘.
N Five answered in the aff?&mativ;; three in thebnegati;e;'and four as
"mixed." - BT | AP

7. Cduntggproductive Action from Others. However, two—tﬂirds of

.
.
.

responaehts reporte§ no counterprodﬁctiye features being .encountered .-

* \

from other-facule not involved in FDG work. A more COmMON response
: - ' .

a

. .was that of simply having their activities ignored by members g;;>
J ' of their departments skeptical of the worth of this activity.
e ey '

8. 2Evaluation. Formal evaluation of “learner outcomes is fairly -

)
"

T e rare, particularly in comparison with student attitude indicators, such

[N

as course eValuations, numbers registering, etc. A rumber of respondents
cited revisions 'that had been made as a result of feedback.

"9. CostX®. Various a@ditional incidental costs were noted. 1In

'

some cases students were charged a price for materials which covered
. ‘ s &
' duplicatioh (written p@terials). Unless the-product was aimed at
. ( .
personal publication, the FDG recipient was® typically able to locate

[y

available funds.from other (not personal) soufges to~cover additional

Mbs

‘

" costs.




m \——\’\ ) ] N " ¢ ) & T .
| V. CONCLUSIONS AND ISSUES ~ . - -
» T 4. . - ) @ X -

The Eivision of:Instructioqal Development has been coperating forA

five years on'the USU campus. This survey of facufty perceptibn\h&s_
4 ‘ < B

: R - R s

shown considerable awareness across campus of I.D. programs, a lagge

number of persons with somewhat limitéaJin%olvement under the mini_

Cos . - .

Jgrant program, and a select group of faculty with extensive involvement--

a quarter of réiéése}time under a Faculty Deﬁélopment Grant. T

Numerous details of this study are of interest to the Division of

Instructio%gl Development. *For example, there is the finding that mini .

grant activities are often extended to cher‘claqses while the exténsive ’
outcones of Faculty Development Grants typically are not. The findiné
that the highest awareness of the program exists among faculty who have

been at USU for five to nine years suggests that more might be done
{ . ' :

" to interest new faculty members in the I.®. programs, a common_suggést}on

from respondents. Thesé and many &ther findings caﬁ be incorporated
into plapning and dgy—to—day policy of the DiyisiAnt

On% pafticularAfinaing of interest was ,the only moderate support
of directing I.D. efforts toward the departmental 1eve1.AnWhi1e it is

¥ : . -
true "that some FDG recipients encountered resistance from their colleagues

as a result of I.D.-related activities, this was not the rule or even

‘ 4 '
the most common situsation. Another group of recipients, particularly

when seen by chérs as attacking:a°prob1em several of them face, received
e, « s

considerablemgncouragémeﬁt and support from coileagues. In shorty a

- . . »” -~
] - B ‘ ] .

whiblesale shift to I.D. involvement at the departmental level only is

v . M M



Anot supported by the data~~many FDG efforts receive support from fellow

faculty members in the department. - ‘Q

The larger picture that emerges is that of a programluhich has-
. : : i . : '
had considerable sucqgﬁs in making its influence felt with individuals

A across Campus. Faculty members generally know that I. D ex1sts, and
while they confuse it a bit with other campus programs, they generally

+have ‘a high regard for what' the Division is attempting to accomplish.

The fact that 26 percent.of a random sample of facultyicould he identified

e L)

as having'been personally involved with I.DJ activities prior to any

surVey contact says something about the exposure and participation a’
. : 4 : _
which have be ained thus far. ) : o “

LY % e : ' )
Feelings toward the%program, as exgressed by those who have been

-~ 1involved and those who have not, are strongly positives. Faculty members

‘working with the.mini grant or faculty development grdnt tend to view
[ 2, ' - ) : .
their experience as a leprning ore, andvbasically worthwhile. In an .

age when new programs are often‘resisted, sometimes violently, this

finding of positive affect is no mean feat.
I.D. faces a series of:decisions(at this point which are underlined .
by faculty perceptions in tuis report‘ Sore of these include:
1? How much publicity'and profi eddoes the I.D. office seek?\
At what level of awareness can I.D:'sgoperations be most effective?
2; How long should projects be ailowednto continue after directf
funding is completed? Does the‘additional fime committed by faculty
'members_justify the additional time and effort for‘I.D.?
< . )3. How much exportability of products is possible‘or desirable?
:Particularly where, entire departmental effort is’'involved, should the

At

. efforts be replicatedg v : . *

. . ’ a

o=



%. How can the basically positive affect toward the program be

t
maintained if an entire department becomes involved, wheréxgome are
- — +

-~

v .
likely for and some against the effort?

’

~

5. Can or should a team approach be fostered when workihg with

" faculty m%?bers at any level of involvement?
y .
£ &

In short, while findings in this study demonstrate moderate success
. . N S R - . g
’ Jor T.Ds oﬁeratioq, they also point to certain unresolved issues which

“

-

éhohld determine I.D.'s direction in future endeavors. The -recommenda-
‘tion of this report is that these-and other compelling issues be res#lved

and that a definite, and possibly altered, posture be adopted and

“implemented. —

>

0. .. [
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v . ' ~Name . amt

MEASURE -OF MH\RFNLUS TELEPHONE INTERVIEY Dept .
. \\§~=;==_:_“j Ph;g% No. .

erbel Introauction‘ Telephone Call

lello, thig is ‘Nick Eastmond. I work in,Instructional Development in the Merrill Library.
Jle are trying to determine the avareness of people on cempus toward programs in Instructional
evelopment, to improve the:present program.

. P R .

.

o you have about three minutes that I could take to ask you some questions? If thefe'
s another tlme that would be more convenient, I'd be glad to phone you bagh) )

fno . . . let me set up time and call you back. (It reluctant or nondboperatlve, thapk
he person for his timé and po on to someone else. If additional information is neede
rovide' that (name of office, people involved, etc.)). :

fyes ... first, I need to ask you for some baSic information.

. How long havg you worked at Utah State University?
a. 0-2 years ! c. 6-T years ’ .
b.. 3-5 years ' - d. 8-30 years

2, I am 1nterested in the proportion of your t1me devoted to teaching or to nonteachlng
‘activities this quarter.“ In a typical week, what proportion of your time would be
involved in: ' ~

1. Teaching or preparation for class, as compared with ’ .
2. .Research, working with students, committee assignments, etc.?

hese are some programs offered through Instructional Development. Let me just list them,
nd you tell me which of these programs you have heard of and how familiar you are with
hem. (Mark E = Exten51ve1y, M= ”oaerately, S = Seldom, N = lever)

a
. The mini grant prodram for - teachers-«are ygp familiar with it?

. Materi-~
. How about the released time grants? Re- Occasional als
-The Occasional Papers or liewsletter? leased - Paper ID Devel.
. The Instructional Development Seminars? . Mini .. Time News+/ Semi- ~ Assis-
Grant Grants letter nars tance ,
3. Which of these have you heard of? 7 K\x

(estimate from conversation; if

none, stop here) o
4

\

L. TPo what extent have you been .
personally involved with . . .

2 .
3

5. C€an you see ahy ways that these n - ' : o )
actdNities have affected your . " //}
teaching? . ) 1 , a
. o U . - v ‘ '
.  How about your department? Are \- : ) i A
there other people in your dept. that
you are aware of who have been involved

with these? . ) ) Cﬁ
¥ ’ ) S R i

~
T. .What about people you'knoy‘(colgeagues)
~in other departments?

i

\) N ’ . Q ) 7 “rz . .
.E}ﬁmggou have some suggestions to improve rations? Is qg: e any additional informa%%on

which you think-would be useful at thisjtime? .




Thank you.

-

7 .

v
Zg¢£Do you have any questions about "the program

-n

’

Your input has been helpful to us,
. \ . :
4 >
Y @ " ~
O -~
,{ .o
F o |
_
-~ »
.«"’”‘( ;"
4 AN
- /\ |
- ki
4
l'_
i
% S
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-
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We are in the process of revising our emphasis in the Instructional
Development Division. To do so, we need some basic information, about the

mini ants that have been undertaken and ways to improve the effectiveness
of future grants. VWould you please respond to these questlons and return T
in the eneclosed envelope. : - . o . . . o .

The 1nformation will be handled’confideﬂ%ially "Please note any comments ‘
that you feel would make your response more clear.» -

1.

' your course was affected?
s/

LKQUESTIONNAIRE TO MINI GRANT REClP;EHTS

/ ‘"“-

+
s

-

How 8id you first learn about the mini grants? (Think back when . . . ) .

t -
Al
4 : . ) w

' a. - Campus publication ' g \
b. Occasional Paper,(ne&sletter) . L .
c¢. Word of mouth « ., - .

.‘,d.. Othe? (list) Coe )
Erom the time you submitted your proposal how long was 1t before you
kney the grdnt was’awarded?

s

:
‘% -

o

0 weeks to 2 weeks 2 months(ﬁ”¢§ months - o

——

2 wveeks to 2 months more than' 3 months - .
_—;?§;a’ﬁeel this was a reasonable length Qi\tlmeV Enpiiin:

Ligt course(s) prlmarllj affected by the mlnm grant act1v1t1es. } .
(1ist by number). . P

N @
« w .
o .

_‘,

At the t1me of m1n1 grant prOJect completlon what proportion of

4

a. Estlmated percentage of class periods during . )
the quarter ' L. "\

b. Estimated percentgge of class time during . ‘ N
affected class periods.

Comment : , ,
(. ) g o . / ! i
. N ‘ V .

How many quarters have elapsed since the mini prant project's
completion?

Since the .first quarter after completlon has yQur level of usage of
the project increased or decreased? . »

<«

a. More time spent now c. BSeldom or neyer used now '
b. Less time spent noy d. A different approach h7s‘

[

X ' % ,~ been substituted

—

Comment ¢ ' ; ’ 5

%
R

/ o gﬁl 46




A\J

, 6. In view of your original 6%Jectives in submitting a proposal for the

grant, .wvhat would yeu estlmate to be the degree of accomplishment . ﬁp

of these objectives? : v 1

»~ v . .. A—h "

LS ' » T =
a. Minimally o - ¢. Tully- - h )
b. Partially - . ___a. Other/ {
z fT.  What kind of evaluation of the course was conducted following the .
. ¢ . i ? :
S« iIni grant project?
L‘:? :f—r N - . ' =
h ‘a. Informal * d. Formal, extensive \_.
' T b. Mini grant evaluation form ' . course evaluation 6 ¢
completed _ - ‘ , e, MNone -
R c. Student evaluation conducted - > . ef 1
What were the results? '
[~
\ 2 ] ;\ :
= s S - . .
8. Have any additional, possibly unanticipated, outcomes been observed
+¢ since the.mini grant completion? “fe.g., larger proposals, journal g
, Ay article, marketable product, etc.) ‘ '
&“ 'f.‘l"“ 7 ° '
5_,;{: .' ’ ' . -
"k: N ‘ \.’ V @ . )
i Has the activity been .extended to any other classes? ) .
L~ / - - ' '3 -
‘»i,e_fo 30« e -
g et . @/ #* LR A : . . .
13
' 9. /.- Mn addltlon to "the orlglnal funding. from the mini érant, estlmate any . '
- other mgnies spent either by your department or from your ownh pocket
in completlng the yrogect (do not include time costs). .
Estimate additional funds spent: . Spent with # Spent with
. . o C - ) Dept, funds own funds
. o $25-$50 ‘ : ,"
. $50-$100 - . : ; >
- .. $100-$300 - ' . o
. $300-$500 _ C
i ."" ) $500+ Co. . ) K
. N » . 7 %

. 10. }Were personnel from Instructionél Development inyolved in the mini
grant eftivities? Yes .__ Mo ™

T If SO, I , . ' ¢¢’\\
. . ' p e .
. A

a.’ What activities were involved?

Design ~ . . AN

; . » § 1. , P &
4 - 'R . . N
2. Production N > * .
T 3. Evaluation o : ‘é? o
P A
L., Other )

— 5




A-5

10. (Cont'd) .

b. How helpful were their services?

. More effort-than doing the Job myself
. Somewvhat helpful N\ RN

. Quite helpful

. Extremely helpful

Y

I

F—g UV DI ]

b

11. How likely is it that had a mini gr nt not been awarded tpe project
would have been compleﬁed anyway?

v
L

a. Unllkely (O—ZSN chance) c.. Probable (51-75% chance)
b. Possibly (26-50% chance) i d. Likely (76-100% chance)

——

.

lComment:,

& » 12, In general, how do yoﬁ’feel now about your experlence with the mini
grant program‘7

'

@ ; : ' y
What 'additional improvements #%uld you suggest?

I3




Structured Interview for Faculty

Development Grant Recipients

: 7 N )

Prior to visit: o

‘s

Amount of ID Funding:

Date funded:

3

Type of Project;

College: T

Course(s) affected: ] T

Tenure status of Fadulty Member:

- ¥ Research involvement in past two years:

0 N

N

Involved with a mini grant previously: yes

o

Any information: from course evaluations?

43




¢ | . . . ] A=T
p . ~

. Interview: . ’

1. How did you, first learn of the ID proégram?

4 ’

A
’

) 2. Can“you describe briefly what the project was designed to do.

L

+ v
- ) . . e N
"» 3. How long have-the effects of the FDG continued?

a. Are the products. from the FDG still in use'7 (if no, how long
: were they used?) -

@ /—a 'v - .« T

. b. Has the approach been eXpanded'to other classes or subjects?
~ * ‘

~ 5

-

- c. Have some of the materials or ideas become obsolete?,
i - . G

v

W . ) - ". ' ’ a . A
’ . . L, ) . ! ’¢
d. -Have some new modifications of existing materials been tried? -
[ . ¥ )

N

4. In applying for the FDG, did you see yourself as a representative of
: your department or did you see it more as a personal quest?

J

5. Would you assess the attitudes of others in your department as
- primarily supportlve or not when you would discuss your own act1v1t1es
under thé& Faculty Development Grant'7
by - q
6. In-implémenting your plans, did you encounter any counterproductive
tendencies, any obstacles from @gghﬁfgﬂof your department who were
not themselves involved? : p

»
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T. What sort of evaluation’of your product did youw conduct? Formal
Informal . ! : .

a.

o

b.

C.

S

What indications of effectiveness did you find?

74
What effect have- you seen on the effectlveness of your own

teaching, for example , with student evaluations.

Y.

Have you seen an impact upon stufent attitudes toward teaching
with: :

1. Non traditional modes: ' - . .

-~ - >

2. The use of media: ' »

~

8. I have gone through our files and figured our d1rect expenses from

ID on your FDG at $ . . This was figured to cover

~ -8

What would you estimate the costs to your department or yourself in

a.

o,

_Cu

-
.

Released tlmeg &

.y
« T

Support personnel in ID (figure hours):

Additional materials or equipment: ) v ' : .

9. Looklng back at your experience with ID how do you feel about the
time and eff&ri: spent?

o

10. What portions of the ID services were mostljelpful or outstanding?

11. Where did ID efforts fall down?

7

A

12. What ecommendatlons would you make for the program in the future,
based Wpon your experience thus far?

%

>4 :
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SOME COMMENTS FROM THE SURVEY OF I.D. AWARENESS ~ -
In Response To ‘The Question: .
"Do you have some suggestions' to improve operations? Is there
any additional 1nformat10n‘whlch you think, would be useful at
\)thls tgme”" ‘ : P - -

. o

:

A
I had a mini grant and couldn't have done what I did without thﬁ profes-
sional help from the I.D. office. '

~ 1
C-

I am Skeptical of including operations‘such'as I.D. within the library.
The physical arrangement--lacking service elevator--poses a problem with
equipment, particularly with ITV. _ .

. ) _ ) -
The ID program appears to be a going concern. There could. be better com-
munication of outc mes of mini grants and similar projects. I think the
same applies to’t grants from the Federal Government: They eught to be
responsible to glve an update, or progress ‘reportron all grants from time
to, t1me. '

.

I'm interested in a project, some fresearch, which I.D. might be of help

-

I-would like to hear a formal presentation about your department, preferably
brlef g1v1ng some personal contact with success stories.

. It seems to me you could dlssemlnate your projects and capablll es with
& five minute oral presentation to deﬁhrtments at the béginning the

year. Possibly a personal phone call to new professors would interest -
them in the services you have to offer. After one year, it seems that the,
person is less likely to change than he would be at first.

The program you have -seems good especially for new people an§ for some
senior faculty who are about to start on 92‘innovative course.

A . ) ~
I'm just finishing up mwahD, and although'I'm interested, will have more -
time for that sort of thing (ID work with his course) after another year.
[

»
. N .

There ought -to be a catalog or descrlptlon of the <types of serv1ces
offered available to people in extension work -

.

"\

"I would syggest a media-library 1dea on campus where g person could come

in at any time, and with a bit of professional help avdailable, develop °
his own materials needed for class. - ' Cas

®

" When I checked with your people before concerning a mini grant, people
*didn't sound too enthusiastic about the chances of my getting one. Evi- o

dgntly, a number of people in my department had already gotten mini grants,
and it was unlikely that I would get one. This information ought to be
available before someone”goes to the trouble of wrltlng up a proposal

and then doesn't get it. _ i\ -

. v
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I got a mini grant and found it.was more harrassment than it was worth.
1 understand that mini grants have to go dlrgctly to the 1nd1v1dual pro- '
fessor, but the department head must be made aware of it. In our case,

© we had a lot of paperwork to- stralghten out., | Some work on paperworP o

mechanlc%,would be helpful. U | o
o , . .

(This, person sees ID :§ the samé as Instructional Media and admittedly o

has had little contact with elther )

>4

¢ ~

%hen I worked with the ID offlce there were times that the operatlon seemed
to be ser ously underma&g The use of student assistants helped. I
should say, however there was great rappoﬁt and casualness on work-
1ng w1th complex problems. I really enjoyed thé experlence.

|
|
|
|
|
|

The newsletters are informative. A project that I developed with a mini . .
grant has been used with a workshop and then disséminated across the \
state, I particularly enjoyed meetmng with the ‘faculty at a summer retreat
sponsored by ID. One suggestion: You mlght work out a program to re-

-orient new faculty members. T .

". My only contact with ID was thfough a summer retreat W1th Dr. Glgsser.
I've 1mplemented some of". those 1deas._ M
I'd. llke to. talk with some of thOse who have had partiéularly successful
experlences with ID, v , ) . S
\ ° . R oL . T »

I have wanted some help w1th inspructional materlals for some time now,
but have found .all arrangements thus far to be unsatisfactory--with ID . .’ ‘
and other? offlces S C&D .

: : { o ' »”
'We llke belng able to plck up the phone and getting the help w%)need
So far I've fecelved negatlve responses to my inquiries about mini grants v
. We-need some‘additional, expertise to help individualize and support the.

. instructional activities of our departmen%} We have some of the hardware
s now, but need seme spurs to upgrade the quality of what we do. o
.. . . . o ‘ )
I think some very gaudy things'have been d&ﬁe (e.g. the Teach-In package)
which seemed to be quite useless. It seemed to re that the monéy could i
have been §pent for llbrarv acqulsrtlons or somethigyg more worthwhile. P !
I Have had good relations with the people in ID thus far, I Just haven't
knoim what to use them fqr so far. . -

N :

The v1sual aids were funded through ID° and would have been impossible for
us to obtain otherwise.,

e

I had a chance to look at the ID operatlon on the tour of the library
Anear Chrlstmas) I see a problem with the relation to the llbrary——

is poss1bly a detriment- by teking funds from library materials -
1s1t1on Also, I have wondered if this is sometimes a way fom ap )
ineffective teacher to hide his own inadequacies—-by more ox less hldlng
beh1nd visual mater1als rather than teaching.

i
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lHow did you first learn of the ID program?

' -y

SUMMARY OF THE FACULTY DEVELOPMENIT GRAIT INTKRVIEWS

April 9-25, 1975, : e e

s . .
. ! . o

/

- K 9. ..

Occasional paper
Faculty newsletter . ] _ SR S

-

I vas.a member of the orlglnal Tecaching Improvement Committee that
led to-the ID program p

Our department head asked me to sit in on a meeting for him, a - -

- committee for improved teathing within the College "of Engineering.

flso, two people from.the ID o6ffice came 1nto a faculty meéting &nd

gave 4 pitch for the program. .

I heard of and applied for a mini grant. It later worxed into funding

for a faculty developrient grant.
. N ¢ - [ /

Staff news and occasional paper--I don't remember which was first.

‘Somehow the whole operation just evolved into my conscigusnéss. I

knew the director and learned what his role was.

o . . L
¢ . o 7

I.attended a meeting where the idea of ID was presented to the whole
College of Science.

v

I was due for a sabbatical leave, and my dean suggested ID as a
pos51b111ty . : . N

0 a
.

I attended a faculty meeting where a presentation’was made to our

department. First I used some of the services through the ID office

. (e.g. transparencies) and later was approached by the depa tment head

about the project.

Your services were mentioned by our department head in a staff meeting.
He explained that funds were available to improve courses, and then

I- went to the ID office for the forms to fill out. )

. . B < * N Pl M .

We could see. the problem that we had and we saw a selfl-paced course

as a reasonable alternative. It was then that I learned that there
was an office on campus that could assist in such a development effort.

« v

Fan you descrlbe briefly what.the project was designed to do”

(Answers to thls question followed 'so closely to the project
descriptions above as to be mainly repetltlvg)

’ L3

-
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3. How long have the effecls of the Puculty Development Grant continued?
Are the products from the FDG still in use? Have some ideas or
portions of the materials become obsolete? VWhat~ expansion or modi-
fications have been attempted? . S
.‘ . , - -
7 quarters sinee malerials produned: The materials are still 1n use,
both on.and off campus. This set of modules has been used as a ’
» safety valve in our department. When a student is close to graduation,
for example, but lacks one or two of the required’ courses, these

modules have Bheen used to flll in the gap. ‘ R

Thege~mater1alu were used as additional materials, in another under-

graduate class tausrht by another professor. Students became quite - . 3
cppesed to thelr use in some cases, because they viewed them.es an

increased load of aszignments. I think we 'might handle that portion

differently if we tried it again. 3

M .
. . 3
As to revisions, thrD really has not been much need for ckaﬁg
thus, far: The only thing that goes out -of date are the references.
to other materialis; and as new source materlals become- available,
this portion #ill have to be revised. To this ‘point, there have been '

some edluorlal changes. Using an item analysis, I was able to

. clean up the exams somewhat; and with an item poox, I have developed
- a series of backup exams. .
¢ . - i ) .
8 auarters since ruverials produced: The approach has been field <

tested since tne FOG quarter and is currertﬁj in use. It was
started with one type of undergraduate,studenv prégra;ﬂand has
been expanded to two other p%ogram§ 4

We have had ‘o make revisions in the materials—--four times thus far--

./ in an effort to improve “the product.
ll gparte*s since raterials orofuced: The naterials - developed under .
the FDG are still in use, and {it is likely that they will soon be . S
published commercially. I am xpanding the approach to another class, '
using the same techmiqueg, . . '

N
3

Because this course covers the fundamentals in our program there has’
been little obsclescence of subject matter. There have beén two
major revisions of the written material, however--one- each year.

-

2 quariers ~inom-?n¢frinln nyodyred: ﬁe are still in .the process of
completlgy/rf final rmodules Yhile the anpromch has had some in-

fluence her classes I teach there ha$ not beén time for expansion.

-into other areas. We have found the need tp make some modifications -
in’the materials dn the future~*particularly in ﬂuklnp\the leqrnlng

modules longer .so that the tests.are spaced farther apart. I'm

aluo ready to chanpe the name of the course from "self-paced" to
"accelerated eoplion," since there seems to be o problem in motivating
students to finish. When they sce "self-paced,' they conclude that

‘there is no rush. ;

Ric 26 B |
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

-

o

T quarters sinee materials prodaced:  AsJirst, after completing
the units for Lhe course, we conducted some experimentation with «
“this approach. A prohlgm that surfaced soon was the problem of
too much material to cover. VWhere beforggse had glossed over
certain fairly unimnortant dot:dé;, it igffr that by Lakifieg a
very systematic appronch we forced sutselves into' covering these
areas in pgreatey «detail than was needed. In téaching it my“elf

I became uncomfortable with the structured nature vhich seemed .

Q

to be imposcd upon the class. I found myself revising my use of the

mateylals to make it all more munageable,, .

&
I do see some possibilities for ekpanﬁion of this approach. I
thinhk it should be possible to produce an entire masters deprec
profram on a self-paced basis. I know of annther course in our
department where 4his approach could be useful, vhere the material
is fairly straipntforward but demanding. Also an edited video-

tape of iqcidents would be useful in several classes tha} we teach.

9 auarters since materinls oroduced: The materials developed
7 ~ - . “ e
under the FBG take up two class periogs of a, course thab is taught

a couple o{ times per year. Students like thla portion of the
‘course, but we have many portions of the course to cover. °

¢ K

Vie Rave chanred some of the ﬂaterla‘o‘each quarter, adding some

nev information and illustrations. We tried Yre slide presertation

on an individual bhasis, ,but after having many equipment problems,
N we have finally come back to prespntlng it at one time for the
» entire class. I kebkp gettlns varying Qpndbacl Irom students
about the use of study sheets. Ohe quarter they say th like it,

. and another quarter they don't. Last quarter they said they wouldn't

have done without them, so I'll probably keep using them.

so we haven't realLA turned our attention to revisions vet.

) . . | 4 -
6 quarters since nnléria 75 vrroduced: I have taught the course
twice since the FDG, although there are portions of the course
which are npt ccmpleted. The approach has rnot been expanded to
others in my own teaching or in the department. .

‘The material needs éditing, particularly since the fiecld is still
in flux. I would probsably aim at a broader emphasis {he next
time around, in 4erms of course coverage.

5 quarters since mAtorials prodiiced: The course is abcut to be
completed, and as yet we have not made modifications of the
materials eother Lhan those involved in initial development.

® ' T .

S

T quarters since miterialg produced: The approach developed in
the FDG has bren used extensively since its scompletion &nd has
been popular with students. I typically plLk up many trqnoiers
from other classes when students get the word around as to how

the course is taught, weps N )
.
o Fatg?
O co

Q

1l guartar sinceé rmaterinls rroduced: Our projJect is not yet complete,

EaY
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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T ‘b ) ) 't‘l-\
- Ty

The materials need some updating, at least ovpry two years:in

this field. 1 find that with a full teaching load 1 simply do not
get around to updating. I have made some modifications in pro-
cedires in working with students to allow (1) more individual help
throurh an optionn] extra class (make up) session, (2) revised
quizzes using an item difficulty analysis, and (3) # procedure

for make up quwizzes that allows students to take them, but with the
‘knovwledge that t%ey will have to keep the final ﬁrade they get.

&

Q@

R ¢ ~

3 . @
. o

L, D 6. 1In applyinp for the ¥PG, did jdh see yourself as a Ke%reoentative

3

of your department.or did you see it more as a personal queit? Vere
members of your department primarily supportive or not in your

efforts? Dld You encounter any obstacles or counterproductive
tendencies . ‘ ¢

©

chairmar submikted the prdposal, but with four people contributing.
Others in the deparirént have supported the effort, althourh of
course vwe have received more support fxom those directly associated
with this aspect of the progranm, Bl .

I came Kx\the task as a representative of the department. “Our

This was an ihdivi/ﬁal quest fo;/s6/etb1ng I believed in. On the
vhole, people”hav een supportive of -this effcrt. I #£ind that
there are varying degrees of commlt“ent however, and that if
people don't ‘particularly like 1t thej don' § use 1t . v

I saw myself as a representative of rlgHueous upconlnp eflort.

I feel tHat it has eventually led to involvement of others in the
departmant. People here were initially skeptical, but later much
more supportive. Very often I have .Gone things 'in spite of

. others. ' ) -

I% is hard to sepdrate out my own personal interest from a
departmental neeﬂ as ‘the motivation for what has been. done.

People in this dena”‘ﬂent are more or less-divided down the middle,
with one group which would like to do the same type of thlng if
the time were- available, while others are raising questlons of

worth. ~ ) .

, X . ‘
There were really no obstacles placed in ny way by’ other faculty
members. However, I did encounter some insitutional obstacles

from the licensing arency which Ras td certify our students

based upon the reguirement of x hours of class time. When the
means of instruction allows self-pacing, the time becomes variable.
This mode has cansed some ‘concern, though not legitimate, I 'feel.

Having signed & contraét stipulating that, during my quarter of
released time I would not pe involved in teaching classes or
committee assignments was a big help to me. I found thatethe
department still wanted to.involve me in additional ¢531gnments,
but I could come back and say that my time was, committed. - This
oltuatlon could pose a problem for a new faculty rmember who, in

trylng to please his department head and not refusing theoe tasks,
could be d'inagled into d01ng this.

é 5553"
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’I had the support and 1ntercst of others in the department, and
. particularly in my own section, althoush the project itself was
‘e personal idea. I encountered no deliberate obstacles,

N : , _
This was an individuals project,‘in part because of the wide
division of subjects within our department. People in our depart-
ment wefe both supportive and cooperative of these efforts.

I say my effort as a representative of the department, an outgrowth
of .our depargment's work with the ID over time. Members of the
department are generally entnusiastic, from vhat I can seeﬂ and
{gbazg-encountered no Sbstacles at all.

I recognized that there was no course existing; but in a large
part, the project was a personal quest. The attitudes of qthers
in the depdrtment were mixed. On the one nand it was recognized
that we needed that course; on the other hand, people let’ mé’know
that this work would not help me in the tenure track.

-
¢

'There were elements of departmental encouragement and personal
quest in this project for me. Because others in the department
could see ways that they would be able to use what I was producing,
people were p031tlve interested, and supportive of what wve
vere doing. Ilo obstaclés.
We represent the department, but do so as a result of our own
motives. . Reaction among others in the department has been both
positive and negative. Some have been enthusiastig, while others
are falrly negative and let us know they think we are wasting
our t1me. There seems to be a question -of "a feather in whose
cap" the effort will be. Some see it as mileage for ID only. ,
The tenure dgﬁmlttee will probably be favorably disposed, due to
the nature of the,project.

x o /
This was‘a”personal quest. With few exceptions, people were not
interested in this project. They made it very plain that they did
not see the-ID effort as important. There is a very widely
held opinion that tenure ‘and promotion come from Dubllcatlon,
not from teaching improvement. . ‘.
For me this effort was a personal undertgking. I encountered some
felelings of jealousy on the part of others, but mainly due to an
increased. teaching load that others had to carry as.a result of
my abscnce. Theye is,a degree of competitivene s in the system
that decrees that whenever one person'is seen favorably, others
must be viewed in a less favorable light. The parable of the
Prodigal Son makes a good analoby to how some of these people
felt: You stay home and do the chores whiler the other, guy rets
the credit. It seems to me that there has got to be departmental
support for any project that is undertaken.

What indications of effectiveness did you find? //f

Many persons have./xpressed an interest in what has been done. It
has yet to be .field tested at this point. . °

23
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Therc have been some indications of student overload: We vere ® %
t qimply“aﬁkinn them Lo dn too much. At the time of venr that Lhe

-course was taurht, students were auite concerned about the effect

of their grade in this class on their total GPA, particularly in

. view of scholurships,‘etc. '

. a

Our project is just underway and thus it is, too soon to evaluate.

I find the best indication of the effectiveness of this approach

at the beginninr of each quarter when students have to register. ’
Some drop out, but these are few. Many transfer in when they have
compared it with the other available approach. Those who stay in
the course like it. We have no trouble filling the course and

iy usually turn some students:away.’ ,
We have kept some exact records on the number of entrants and rate

of completion in this self-paced system since the beginnine. To .-
date,-the comp’~tion rate for those on carmpus has been 61.3 percent '
and L0.9 percent for those off campus. As far as the effectiveness |

of instruction, we have no formal indicators. !y own irmpression T
is that students completing the self-study rodules perform n» worse
than those who tale the undergraduate course. A number of students
are not equippéd to handle the self-paced feaé&re of the course and
that comes as a blow to some. Those who do go on arnd finish, rate
the instruction highly; and we have héd_some cases of students having

adjustment problems when placed back into the regular cliassroom
. instruction mode. .

-

We have picked up some formative evaluation =zbout these materials
and have revised them accordingly. The result has teen more
satisfied users of the ma*erials and rore security that the appraisal

of performance was being done objectively.
! N

.
'

. o .
A graduate student in our departrent used the comparisdn of the self-
" paced mode with the traditional teaching mode as the btasis for a
thesis. en compared with the traditional method, situdents achieved
similarly “on an open-book test but performed much better on a closed
book test. There has been no apparent effect on later performance
in later classes, altnough this Bas been assessed only informally.
Some* students have been really excited by: this approach, although
some have found it rough going. ' k | ’
I am still working on an effective reyard system for thoge who push
ahcad and complete early. There needs to be scie long-term con-
difioninn to encourare people to move ahead. *y own observation of
“performance tells me that about forty perecent do renlly well under
this approqach and forty percent well below par, with the remuainder
in the middle. Students like the\gse of A.V. materials in this area.
1 [ - . , .
All new students in the program are required to take this class,
so they are glad togprogress at their own rate. "Based upon student
reaction, the course has been revised. .

.
e ; v

¢
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The questionnnire we used to evaluate the course was not too

.successful. l!any felt that it was excessivelyv.lonpr. Iwever, it did

point out a couple of revisions which have been made since then.

" There has been infornal "oéﬁbacy I find tth the lanpuare used

in the materials is probably a bit too complex for the audience
1ntended

‘

What extra-costs were encountered?
' £

An initial printing of the materials cost %300. By charging for @
the materiaks to students, this cost has teen recouped. By s&%llng
student manualu, an extra fund could be generated to cover costs

of slides and extra materials. -

]

We had to charge for the booklet to pay for prlntlng costs.
There has been some cost to the department in republlshlng forms.

The main investment from ry point of view was considerable extra
. . ” . - . . ° -
time in completing and revising the materials. .

I was able to odbtain some funds for publishing through extension. o
Theg department engaged two work study persons in completing the task. [

Some additional money went into audio visual materials to accompany .
those developed with the FDG. '

X

Some costs of revision have been borre by the departmens.

We figure that the costs incurred thus far represent.only a small

portion ol those that will be neeaed to complete tHe project. . &
-

ﬁooking tack at your experience with ID, how do you feel about the
time and effort spent?

. . V2
I enjoyed the timé and the work. I-have no regrets about what

- was acconmplished, though it probably could have been more. I~

taught one three-hour course simultaneously and both suffered.

I’see it as one of myv greatest experiences yet. I found the staff
able to 'provide a good sounding board. The outcome was.quite
different than I had planned. '

t b
I saw it as a erd lmennnr expgrience. I um now aware of a large . ‘
body of literature on instructional techniques, which is helpful. . N
If I had a one-yehr sabbatical, I would really_engox;delV1ng
into the instructjonal technology field.
. &
I.felt that the time spent was worthwhile.
|

The time and effort were well worth it. . . ’ B
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It took me four to six weeks tq understand the process, but after

that I was nble to really move ahcad. It wvas a pood experience
and I enjoyed it. : B

-

\

It was a pood experience. I found that vou had to provide your
own incentive. It seemed to me that someone who wasn't self-
. motivated could have wasted a lot of time. ilo real pressure was’
applied t® me, but then I suppose that maybe that could have been
an option if I hadn't produced.

I felt that it was valuable then, but that it would be evef better
nowv.

I felt that ninety percent of the time was spent effectively. I
still have som: question as to whether we should have gone at the
writing and the graphics at the same time, rather than ong first
and then the other. I suppose there would still be at least one
unflnlshed, t hough. ' ' s . ’

I felt that it was a goou ‘Fperience, that people there were more
than helpful : . ‘
It was very valuable. The project may have been too nuch in a
31nple quarter. After tne product was finally done, it seemed
like a"real letdown, from all the effort.

A'very good experience. The idea was something I'd had in mind

for quite some time, and this prov1ded the opportunltv to do sonething
about it.

-

10. Wwhat portions of the ID services were most helpful or outstanding?

Secretarial help and the preparation of drawings.

) s . =Y
The consultative services with Mike D., secretarial help, and
photo assistance: all were connected. '

The people asked some good questions anQ sugecested some new

approaches. Seeging how to use visual aids and how' easy it is
was helpful to ;éx\\~//

- 1

: ‘ ~ . ! .
The provision of resources, space, photographic, and audio
ssistance.

The sounding boarnd Tunction, with reactions nnd surpestions,
were most helpful to me. People wére good on production.

The conceptual work with Mike D. : 6

The financial aid, typing, and materials.

[
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Cﬁrolyn's abilily to edit as well as type. I enjoyeﬁ the tean
approach and found everyone cooperative, open-minded, and ful.
» é ¢ : -
Helping me develop behavioral objectives, with help availab
always, was useful to me. The arrangements for media were helpful.

All these worked in coordination. p \

The consultant: services of Mike. Planning and préduction, the~
working relationship with the media people, and samples from ¢ ' )
technology were helpful to me. - '

- r

Mike's expertise in systematizing instruction. The drawings ’\\\\\
were extremely helpful. -

11. =»Where did.ID efforts fali\down?

"

There were som~ times when help was not available when it was . . v .
' needed. “ ! : . ’ s

LX)

* think we provably took on too much to begin witlr. There were
times when both Mike and I were simply too busy to get together.

I found the limitations of the original mini grant-to be very

o constraining, hardly covering the photocopying expense of the
materials that ve used in the library. When the faculty develbp-
ment grant began, though, things were bette§. -

I found the ID office seriously undersiaffed,in terns of secre-
tarial help. It seemed that the priodrities would chance, depehding
upon the other work demands; and sometimes you found yourself
delayed considerably because of some other project. In many

cases, this meant d01ng considerable tlme -consuming*legwork
yourself.

There needs to be a cofmitment to spend the time required to turn
, out excellent work. People ought to be funded (e.g. W. Borg) based
. upon their output. Tlere were t¥mes when there was a communications
gap. . ) - : ‘ '

Possibly our efforts could have been more effective if a reseafch

person could have set up a measure of effectiveness at the time
that the project started. >

The efforts really didn't fall down. Sometimes the office seemed

like Grand Central Station, with all kinds of sLudent flow going ~——
into the far office.

It hasn't happened yet.

The office was Just starting out,. and .l was new at the procgés,
so we both learned over time. Could probably be more effective now.

/




& - b

B-12

Vle mnde a mistalle in usineg a volunteer for some services, for the
'Slmple reason that there was, o much delay by thie time this person pot
around to doing the job. There were a.number of delays; and with

a certain turnover of personnel, I ended up using three different
photographers. .

The secretarial load de]aved thinFs so that we were mnable to take
the written materials beyond the draft stage.

12.- Vhat recommendations would yowmake for the program in theffuture,
based upon your experience thusNar?
i}

Use the summer quarter for course development, whenever possible.
N . ? . .
Provide two cautions for those embarking on ID efforts:
1) Be certain that this work will contribute to the credentials
.which the tenure committee will review.

2) Check out other dppartﬁynté courses to which will offer
competltlon, partlcularlj if you e/pect to draw students from
other d1301p11n°s.

? .

When necessdry, in completing ID projects, employ specialisits as
needed from outside the division or even off campus. In using
a volunteer to read the narration for a sllde/tape pveaentatlon,
we found that con51derable delay was 1nfolved.-
|
Let others know thai this service is available, particularly those
who are casting about for a meaningful ‘sabbatical leave experience. )

Work with a department, rather than individuals from various
disciplines. Use the same number of dollars, but concentrate
them rather than spread them out.

I think ID is at a voint in its history where some funding ousht

to go to updating previously completed projects. Some provision

for this is needed. - ) i \ i
) ~ .

. Maybe a set of guidelines for those on FDG's would be us eTul. I,
think it would+have helped me in the initial stages of my work
.there. There ought to be more involvement in the beginning of
the project. .

RN .

‘ At the time I was there (in IN), thd physical arranrements were
rather poor. You had to scrounge for a file cabinet, and the.
lighting was poor due to the way partitions were set up. The
secretarial help wns often huphazard, and sometimes you felt like
you were the last ‘on the list of prioritics.

There are times that a communlcatlon pap between the }63¥ninn
specialist and the fagulty member developed. That gap needs to
be overcome where 1t_ex1st

i

a

o
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A pcruon on a FDG ought to be involved full time, with no other
commitments.

\

Secretarial and student help could expedite the production process}

The:e ought to be more versatlllty avallablc w1th the typewriters in
ID.” For example, several, sizes“of type (e.;;. 8 point, 10 point,

and standard) could be very helpful, part}cularly in the preparation
of manuscripts. .
9

An edltorlal person to review'all manuscripts could be useful in
that operatlon.

»
I see some dlsadvantaﬁes to the use of thc,summer for development
efforts. How could the impact of the program be projected over
a longer period of time, say more than one quarter.

"Wherever posslble, the person d01ng FBG work should use a student-
research assistant, to igprove the project or to cut down the
teaching load. It seems to me that it might be wise to bring on*
an extra_person to free up a faculty member for a full-year period.

In beginning a project, faculty qembers ought to be guided to either
limit the subject or extend the time for the ‘effort. Some projects
are: simply untealistic in'view of the time constralnts

Some grants ought to be made available to 1nd1v1dua1s but the

focus ought to be on those to departments. ’




